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IN THE UTAH COURT OF APPEALS 
OF THE STATE OF UTAH 
State Of Utah, : 
Plaintiff/Appellee, : 
v. : 
Shawn Hugo Ridley, : 
Defendant/Appellant, : 
: Appeallante Case No. 2002056 
JURISDICTION 
This Court has jurisdiction over this appeal pursuant 
to Utah State Ann. 78-2a-3 (2)(d). This appeal from ruling 
entered in the Eighth Circuit Court, Roosevelt Department, 
Duchesne County on July 1st, 2002. 
STATEMENT OF ISSUES PRESENTED ON 
APPEAL AND STANDARD OF REVIEW 
1. The Eighth District Court err in exercise of Ruling 
of July 1st, 2002, in approving appeal challenging assertion 
of personal jurisdiction, Mori v. Mori, 896 P. 2d 1237 (Utah 
Ct. App. 1995), over Indians committing felonies, and denied 
Indians to filed within Ute Tribal Court for charges between 
Indians, Motion to Transfered to Tribal Court ? 
2. In the proceeding to Trial and hearing issuing 
of Ruling of July 1st, 2002, appeals from denial of motion to 
dismiss on Double Jeopardy grounds based upon civil foreiture, 
State v. Davis, 903 P. 2d 940 (Utah Ct. App. 1995), rev'd. 347 
Utah Adv. Rep. 31 (Utah 1998), and from denial of motion to 
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dismiss DUI prosecution on Double Jeopardy grounds, State v. 
Arbon, 909 P. 2d 1270 (Utah Ct. App. 1996), presence of Ute 
Tribal Court is essential party to proceeding ? 
From the ruling on appropriate burden of proof to establish 
defenses, Horrell v. Utah Farm Bureau, 909 P. 2d 1279 (Utah 
Ct. App. 1996), cert, denied, 920 P. 2d 194 (Utah 1996) ? 
And from the ruling granting motion to suppress statements 
under, State v. Mirquet, 844 P. 2d 995 (Utah. Ct. App. 1992), 
aff'd. 914 P. 2d 1144 (Utah 1996) ? 
The ruling suppressing evidence seized in nighttime search, 
State v. Summons, 866 P. 2d 614 (Utah Ct. App. 1993). 
DETERMINATIVE STATUTES 
This relevant constitutional provisions, statutes or rules 
pertinent to the resolution of the issues presented on appeal 
is contained in Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United 
States Constitution, vests United States Congress with power 
to regulate Commerce .... with Indian Tribes and Article III 
of the Utah Constitution provides in pertinent part, absent 
consent of the United States to do otherwise. 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
The Plaintiff Roosevelt City Ruling was approved by the 
Roosevelt City Judge, John R. Anderson. Defendant Shawn Hugo 
Ridley, is an Indian, including Ute Tribal Advocate Lynda 
Kozlowicz. an Indian, Motioned to Transfer Before Ute Tribal 
Court, was denied despite Duchesne County Attorney Herbert W. 
Gillespie, and Deputy Duchesne County Attorney David H. 
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Cunningham's, Memorandum In Opposition, was granted on request 
by Duchesne County Office to Transfer Indianfs to Ute Tribal 
Court based on their findings. The land of Roosevelt City 
is within the Uintah and Ouray Reservation. Indians now appeal 
Roosevelt City's Ruling. 
STATEMENT OF THE FACTS 
In Security State Bank v. Pierre, 511 P. 325 (1973), In 
Pierre, the Montana Supreme Court determined series of Federal 
Court decisions, including U.S. Supreme Court case of Kennerly 
v. District Court, 400 U.S. 423 (1971), were controlling and 
the State cannot exercise civil jurisdiction where it interferes 
with self-government of the Flathead Tribe based on sovereign 
nation concept promulgated by by Federal Courts. The State 
Supreme Court, therefore, held the State District Court did 
not have jurisdiction over suit brought by non-tribal member 
to collect promissory note owed by tribal member. 
The Indian issue raised in dispute caused Lynda Kozlowicz, 
Ute Tribal Advocate and other Indians similarly situated as 
Shawn Hugo Ridley to Ute Tribal Court, this Tribal action is 
for the purpose of filing Defendant Shawn Hugo Ridley from the 
Roosevelt City Court into Ute Tribal Court. To correct the 
error is to transfer to Ute Tribal Court all Indian right, title 
and interest on Uintah and Ouray Reservation land into Tribal 
Court for proper interpretation. 
Notice of hearing was provided to Shawn Hugo Ridley, who 
appeared at the hearing through Karen Allen, Duchesne County 
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Public Defender to raise objections to charges on grounds that 
Roosevelt City has the burden of proof through land title search, 
which Lynda Kozlowicz, Ute Tribal Advocate, had advised Roosevelt 
City in Advocate's brief supporting that argument in Ute Tribal 
Court, yet Roosevelt City Court still disagrees even after the 
Ruling, with those similarly situated, with Duchesne County 
Attorney's Motion And Memorandum In Opposition To the Motion 
To Transfer To Ute Tribal Court, and the title had derived 
through patent conveyed to Ute Tribal Court in interest. The 
Indians also pointed out Ute Tribal Court is an essential party 
to action. 
The claimed property of Roosevelt City at issue is located 
in Section % , Township % North, Range % of Roosevelt 
City, Utah, has not proven the location or its size. The Indians 
owner of this property and surrounding acreage is the Uintah 
and Ouray Reservation. Indians received this land through Treaty 
with the United States and enforced by Department of Interior. 
The amount of acreage granted to Roosevelt City totaled ? 
acres, was not offered at Hearing within Roosevelt City Court, 
or Judge John R. Anderson's Ruling on July 1st, 2002. Indian 
issues were not included in Roosevelt City Court hearings, even 
when Defendant made motions of his Indian status. Roosevelt 
City Ruling was not detailed on hearing of the face of Roosevelt 
City's motions. Roosevelt City states to claim the acres as 
lots and sections depicting Roosevelt City on map, including 
Roosevelt City's claimed homestead acreage is not proven. 
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The Roosevelt City Court did not deal with all motions 
at the hearing on or about July 1st, 2002, because it was filed 
by Shawn Hugo Ridley, as Eastern Shoshone Indian, and Lynda 
Kozlowicz, as Ute Tribal Indian and Ute Tribal Court Advocate. 
Nonetheless, on benefit of Motions and documents presented at 
hearing, Karen Allen, Duchesne County Public Defender's 
representation on these Motions was lacking understanding of 
Indian status. Roosevelt City Court granted Duchesne County 
Attorneyfs request on Motion, and approved by Roosevelt City's 
Ruling, but acted to deny Indian's Motion to Transfer to Ute 
Tribal Court. It is Roosevelt City's Ruling on July 1st, 2002 
from which Shawn Hugo Ridley as an Indian, and Lynda Kozlowicz 
assisting on this appeal have filed this action.. 
SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 
The City of Roosevelt does not own land lying within Uintah 
and Ouray Reservation, and could not transfer Indians to Ute 
Tribal Court. This land is subject to the United States, held 
in trust for Indians and Uintah and Ouray Reservation in trust 
as Indian issues should be transferred to Ute Tribal Court. 
In The Eighth District Court Of Duchesne County, Roosevelt 
Department, State Of Utah, the Duchesne County public Defender, 
Karen Allen, in the interest of her client, should not have 
proceeded with the hearing in Roosevelt, because Ms. Allen had 
knowledge of Ute Tribal Advocate's Motion to Transfer before 
Ute Tribal Court, or her lack of understanding of the issue 
of Roosevelt City's Ruling, without Ute Tribal Court's presence 
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and of Ute Tribal Advocate as essential parties to action. 
ARGUMENT 
I. UINTAH AND OURAY RESERVATION LAND ARE IN TRUST BY 
UNITED STATES FOR UTE INDIANS, TRIBAl LAND CANNOT 
BE TRANSFERRED TO ROOSEVELT CITY. 
That Uintah and Ouray Reservation land established in 
Utah. In 1861-1864 described lands of the reservation, and 
title to reservation land is vested in the United States as 
trustee for Indians. Confederated salish and Kootenai Tribes 
of the Flathead Reservation, Montana, et al. v. Namen, et al. , 
665 F. 2d 951, 953 (9th Cir. 1982), Cert, denied, 459 U.S. 977, 
103 S. Ct. 314 (1982), the courts of that state have already 
entertained the argument of whether lands were vested in the 
United States. This precedence must apply with special force 
to the decisions affecting title to land. 
After City of Roosevelt Ruling considered ownership, 
it specifically held; that the Indian title extends only to 
search and the survey mark; that the search and survey mark 
of Roosevelt City are held by the United States in trust for 
Indians. The Ninth Circuit Court that affirmed that ruling, 
continues to adhere to the earlier holding of Montana Power 
Co. v. Rochester, 127 F. 2d 189, 191 (9th Cir. 1942), in which 
[t]his circuit decided the ownership issue forty years ago, 
ruling the United States hold title, in this case to the bed 
and banks of the Flathead Lake in trust for the Tribe. 
Indian tribe's Part of public domain set apart for use, 
occupancy and protection of Indian people, Youngbear v. Brewer, 
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415 F. Supp. 807, 809; United States v. Parton, 46 F. Supp. 
843, 844; Healing v. Jones, 210 F. Supp. 125, 180. and under 
superintendent of the government which retain title to the land. 
II. UNITED STATES AND THE UTE TRIBAL INDIAN'S DID NOT 
TRANSFER ROOSEVELT CITY LAND, SEARCH OR SURVEY ON 
MARK OR LINE, INDIANS ARE ORIGINAL PREDECESSOR, 
ROOSEVELT CITY, NEVER OWNED THE LAND. 
The hearing on the Motion And Memorandum In Opposition 
To Tribal Advocate Motion To Transfer To Ute Tribal Court on 
July 1st, 2002, purpose of this motion was to adjust Roosevelt 
line, over Roosevelt City at issue, is ruling signed by Roosevelt 
City Judge, John R. Anderson. Ruling also assumes to depict 
land of the acreage owned by Ute Indian Tribe. Indians were 
not represent at these hearing on the ruling of Roosevelt City 
depicted ownership at the time of the charge of the Defendant, 
shown as Tract ? But since the 2002 ruling depicts the 
part of the acreage conveyed to Ute Tribe, (less than ten of 
the forty five acres Roosevelt city originally claimed), the 
2002 ruling on motion and survey and Roosevelt's patent do 
not show any conclusive evidence the land is owned by Roosevelt 
City property. 
The City of Roosevelt Judge, John R. Anderson introduced, 
over the objection of the Indians, on the Motion of Ute Tribal 
Advocate Lynda Kozlowicz. The title to this land patent is 
issued to the Tribe. Duchesne County Attorney's office offered 
motion during hearing it shared with Roosevelt City Judge, John 
R. Anderson, Ruling that effects Indian owned respective property 
that are successors before Roosevelt City. 
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The Judge, John R. Anderson filed Roosevelt City Ruling 
on July 1st, 2002. A ruling filed of record depicts Roosevelt 
City property, described as Lot % in Section % A chart 
detailed on its face, sets out the acres for the lots and section 
depicts on the map, Roosevelt City Lot %_ . A solid line 
marks Ute Reservation land, as the purpose of the land is 
to establish total area show, and Roosevelt City property is 
only, Lot % , well within the Ute Indian Reservation 
boundaries line out to mark line, is % acres, the amount 
of acreage Roosevelt City received has not been proven. 
In Uintah and Ouray Reservation, the original predecessor, 
however, Roosevelt City Judge, John R. Anderson has acted to 
divide forty plus acres over the years without authority and, 
Judge Anderson can not convey more then Roosevelt City owned. 
As set forth above, this Roosevelt City Ruling, together with 
Roosevelt City, can shows the areage conveyed to Judge Anderson, 
these acreage is inconsistent with land held by United States 
in trust as Indian reservation, through survey and intervening 
documents of title may purporty to convey or include the acreage 
not offered at hearing by Duchesne County Attorney Office on 
the motions. Duchesne County Attorney Office are incorrect 
and of no effect, for Roosevelt City Judge, Anderson ruling 
never owned the land and Ute Reservation never surrendered it. 
That Roosevelt City Court hearing, representative admitted 
motion to support the fact that Roosevelt City had acreage that 
would have included land between mark and line. Indians are 
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not sure of intent of Duchesne County Attorney's introducing 
motion in Roosevelt Cityfs Court Ruling. Yet, by their Motions 
supports, Roosevelt Cityfs Ruling will be improperly on land 
that it does not belong to Rooosevelt City. 
The title provides Indians of United States exclusive 
right to occupy lands and waters used by Indians before United 
States asserted sovereignty over such areas, Yankton Sioux Tribe 
of Indians v. State of S.D., 796 F. 2d 241, 243. 
III. ROOSEVELT CITY COURT DID NOT HAVE JURISDICTION 
TO HOLD HEARING ON INDIANfS REQUEST, WITHOUT 
ESSENTIAL PARTY, UTE TRIBAL COURT. 
Pursuant to State And Tribal Jurisdiction under 9-9-204. 
of the Utah Code Ann. a hearing to decide interest and title 
to property arguably belonging to Ute Tribal Court, should not 
have been held without the required presence of Ute Tribal Court. 
Indian Motion pointed out Ute Tribal Court should have been 
included, as argued above, the land belonging to Uintah and 
Ouray Reservation. By Roosevelt City Court Ruling, dated July 
1st, 2002. actually belongs to Uintah and Ouray Reservation, 
and has since 1861-1864. In addition to those legal arguments 
set forth above to reverse the Ruling of the Roosevelt City 
Court, the Indian's submit that Roosevelt City Court did not 
have jurisdiction to proceed with the hearing, or to issue an 
ruling, without the presence of Ute Tribal Court. 
CONCLUSION 
Controlling case precedent is clear - Roosevelt City Court, 
up to the land mark are owned by the United States in trust 
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for Ute Tribal Court. Land lying mark of the land was never 
conveyed by Roosevelt City original predecessor in interest, 
Roosevelt City Judge, John R. Anderson. Succeeding conveyances 
and surveys purporting to convey this land to Roosevelt City 
successors are in error. United States Interior Department 
should have been enjoined and included as an essential party 
to Ute Tribal Court for the purpose of transferring rights, 
title and interest to the property, and they were not. The 
Eighth District Court in Roos€>velt City erred in approving the 
ruling over Uintah and Ouray Reservation, Utah. Indian 
defendant request that this court reverse the decision of the 
Eighth District court, set forth in its Ruling of July 1st, 
2002, and void the approved Ruling of July 1st, 2002. 
Respecfully Submitted this j ^ tf^ day of August, 2002. 
Shawn Hugo Ridley 
Attorney Pro-Se 
ida Koz](jo>7icz 
Attorney Pro-Se 
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